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Abstract—Due to the increasing number of attacks targeting
open source library ecosystems, assisting maintainers has become
a top priority. This is especially important since maintainers are
usually overworked. Although the motivation of Open Source de-
velopers has been widely studied, the extent to which maintainers
assist libraries that they depend on is unknown. Surveying NPM
developers, our early results indicate a difference in motivation
between maintaining their own library (i.e., more person driven),
as opposed to professional factors (i.e., focus on skills and
expertise) when contributing to the software ecosystem. Finally,
our thematic analysis shows different motivations and barriers
developers face when contributing to the ecosystem. These results
show that developers have different motivations and barriers
depending on the role they play when making contributions to
the ecosystem.

“OSS can be described as a progression through 3
roles. Author, Contributor, Maintainer. The
responsibilities, motivations, etc change drastically. A
lot of emphasis is placed on authoring and contributing
to OSS but very little is placed on the Maintainers that
keep the entire OSS ecosystem alive and evolving.”

Participant 19

I. INTRODUCTION

Third-party libraries are vital for modern software appli-
cations, not only for open source, but also in the industrial
setting [1]. However, growing threats of instability have raised
concerns in terms of the workload of library maintainers. For
example, Google and Microsoft recently announced initiatives,
such as the Alpha-Omega Project, to improve global OSS
supply chain security. They described “Alpha will work with
the maintainers of the most critical open source projects to
help them identify and fix security vulnerabilities, and improve
their security posture. Omega will identify at least 10,000
widely deployed OSS projects where it can apply automated
security analysis, scoring, and remediation guidance to their
open source maintainer communities” [2]. Instability can also
be caused by maintainer frustration (log4Shell) [3] and even
hijacking (faker, colors, rc) [4], involving sabotage by the
maintainer.

Most typical ecosystems are known to act like societies,
maintainers of a library should receive and submit external
contributions within the ecosystem, as they are perceived to
share similar goals and motivations. Attracting such external
contributions ensures a healthy flow of contributions (i.e., fix
bug, add new features).
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Figure 1. Different types of contributions within an ecosystem

Since most third-party libraries rely on volunteer contri-
butions (usually unpaid and overworked), the abandonment
of these contributors poses potential risks to the sustain-
ability of these libraries [5]. For example, Valiev et al. [6]
showed that libraries with more contributors are less likely
to become dormant. Wattanakriengkrai et al. [7] also revealed
that libraries indeed rely on the ecosystem for contributions,
and these contributions share an inverse association with the
likelihood of a library becoming dormant. Furthermore, prior
work has shown that the sustainability of libraries is not only
affected by factors internal to the library, but also by the
ecosystem [8], e.g., dependencies [9]. In particular, threats
such as vulnerabilities [10, 11] and transitive dependency
changes [12] may cause a library to risk becoming obsolete
[13]. Other prior work has found that these ecosystems form
a complex web of dependencies, with each library dependent
on each other. Wittern et al. [14] analyzed a subset of NPM
libraries, to suggest that NPM is a dynamic ecosystem with
ongoing and even rapid growth of libraries and increasing
dependencies between them. Abdalkareem et al. [15] observed
that NPM trivial libraries rely on a large number of libraries
and depending on these trivial libraries can be useful and risk-
free if they are well implemented and tested. The dependence
on other libraries in often brittle dependency chains implies
that local sustainability issues around individual libraries can
have widespread network consequences [16]. These studies are
only concerned with the technical dependencies, and they do
not focus on the social networks and human factors that exist
within these ecosystems.

The new idea of this paper is to take a different perspective
on understanding developer motivation, on what motivates
a developer contribution to the ecosystem (i.e., libraries
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Figure 2. Qualitative survey questions divided into motivation, expertise and barriers

that they depend on), as opposed to maintaining their
own libraries. Figure 1 visualizes the client-library relation-
ship, where there is a maintainer (developerx) of a library
(librarya) that is dependent on another library (libraryb) and
contributes to their dependency.

We conducted a survey with NPM developers who host their
projects on GitHub. We selected the NPM ecosystem, as it
is one of the largest ecosystems with more than two million
libraries and has recently been under attack, as mentioned
above. We conducted a survey with 49 participants who
are maintainers of NPM libraries hosted on GitHub. Using
thematic analysis, our early results indicate four themes that
changed the motivation of developers. Interestingly, we find
that developers may show a difference in motivation when
making a contribution to the OSS ecosystem, as opposed to
contributing to their own libraries.

II. INDIVIDUAL MOTIVATION VIEWPOINTS

Existing work that studies the motivation of OSS project
contributors takes a generic and individualist point of view. For
example, Lee et al. [17] investigated the motivations of one-
time code contributors and found that developers primarily
made contributions to fix bugs that hindered their work.
Similarly, Coelho et al. [18] reported that the main reason
core developers contribute to OSS projects is to improve a
project because they are also using it. A recent study by Gerosa
et al. [19] on the motivations of OSS developers provided
evidence that intrinsic and internalized motivations, such as
learning and intellectual stimulation, are highly relevant to
many developers.

Expertise can be considered as a factor that drives develop-
ers to contribute to OSS projects. For example, Vadlamani et
al. [20] presented a qualitative study of the expertise of soft-
ware developers to understand the factors that drive developers
to contribute to OSS projects. They revealed that personal
drivers (i.e., self-needs and hobby) are more critical than
professional factors (i.e., skills and expertise) in motivating
GitHub developers.

Recent work also acknowledges barriers to new core con-
tributors. For example, Avelino et al. [21] investigated the
abandonment of OSS projects by their main developers. The

authors showed that projects survive such situations by attract-
ing new core contributors, while there are various barriers that
the new core developers faced when making contributions to
these projects, such as lack of time and the difficulty to obtain
push access to the repositories.

III. RESEARCH METHOD

In this section, we describe our survey design, recruitment,
and analysis methods for the study.

A. Survey Design and Recruitment

With Ethical Board approval1 from the anon institute, we
contacted developers via email, with survey data available
online2. Following previous work [10], we collected and
sent out invitations via a curated list of developers. Before
distributing our survey to a wide range of participants, we
conducted a pilot survey to confirm the understanding of the
participants and their feedbacks allowed us to reformulate
some questions. The final version of the survey contained
the following questions: after asking about demographic in-
formation (years of experience, skill level, and whether they
use contributions to improve skills) of the participants, we
asked a set of contribution-related questions about participants’
activities with their own libraries and with other libraries
(preference for contributions, number of libraries, frequency
of contributions, kinds of libraries, and kinds of contributions).

Figure 2 details the qualitative questions we asked the
participants. We divided the questions into two parts, allowing
participants to also provide their comments and additional
points of view. The first section is related to the motivation of a
maintainer to contribute to other libraries. For the quantitative
component, we added five choices (found a bug, depend on,
new feature, issues of interest, and contributor familiarity).
These choices are based on Subramanian et al. [22]. The
second section was used to ask about the expertise and barriers
that maintainers face when making contributions. The first
question uses the same drivers as Vadlamani and Baysal
[20]. As mentioned, personal factors are more self-needs and
hobbies, while professional factors are more related to their
specialized skills and expertise. For the second question, we

1ethical approval documentation will be made available
2authors will make link available once accepted



Figure 3. Overview of responses from 49 Node.js developers.

list four barriers (library stability, lack of time, motivation, and
end of library lifecycle) based on Vadlamani and Baysal [20].

B. Manual Coding

To analyze responses to the qualitative questions (Figure 2),
we used the card sorting method similar to previous work [23],
[24]. The coding used and extended the intrinsic and extrinsic
classifications proposed by Gerosa et al. [19]. The process is
as follows. First, the first two authors were assigned to conduct
the card sorting task. They reviewed all responses and created
a “card” for each of them. For validation, instead of coding the
cards separately in parallel and checking the consistency of the
coding results, the two authors coded the cards together [25],
[26]. Coders used an open-coding approach [24] to analyze the
cards, where new themes emerged during the coding process.
The agreement was negotiated along the way [27], i.e., when
the coders had different opinions, we interrupted the process

Figure 4. Motivations, expertise, barriers for maintainers.

to discuss the discrepancy before continuing.

C. Respondent Demographics

Figure 3 shows the demographics of the 49 participants.
We find that experience ranges from experts (ten years of
experience or more – 21%), intermediate (four to nine years
of experience – 69%, to beginner (two to three years of expe-
rience) – 10%). Most participants reported having specialized
skills. Interestingly, participants did not particularly use their
contributions to improve their skill levels.

IV. QUANTITATIVE FINDINGS

When asked about their preference to contribute, partici-
pants preferred to maintain their own libraries (i.e., 63%).
Figure 3 also shows how participants split their time between
maintaining their own libraries and contributing to another
library in the ecosystem. Regarding their contributions, it
is unsurprising that participants spent most of their time
maintaining a large number of their own libraries, rather than
contributing to other libraries (i.e., more than two times per
week, 39% for maintaining their own and 8% for contributing
to others).

Finding 1 Developers spend more time maintaining
their code (i.e., 63%), rather than contributing (6%) to
the ecosystem.

When making contributions to their own or other libraries,
participants generally focused on stable libraries already in
production (i.e., production, 31% for maintaining their own
and 46% for contributing to others). However, contributions
to other libraries tended to focus on fixing bugs (26%), then



Table I
THEMES FROM OUR CODING

Themes Participants # of responses

Own-use-client P2, P7, P8, P13, P16, P14, P20, P22, P26, P29, P30, P31,
P32, P33, P34, P35, P36, P38, P41, P45, P49 21

Generic-fix/feature P10, P11, P17, P24, P27, P37, P39, P40, P42, P46, P47 11
Generic-self-interest P3, P5, P9, P15, P21, P23 6
Kinship/Altruism P1, P4, P6, P12, P18, P19, P25, P28, P43, P44, P48 11

adding new features (20%) and documentation (19%), while
participants tended to focus on adding new features (19%)
and maintenance activities such as refactoring, documentation,
and writing test cases (18%, 17% and 16% respectively) when
maintaining their own libraries.

Figure 4 shows the quantitative answers to the survey
questions regarding motivation, expertise drivers, and barriers.
In summary, we see that maintaining their own libraries is
more motivated by personal drivers (38%), while professional
drivers are more responsible for contributions to other libraries
(48%). Furthermore, the lack of time was agreed upon as the
most cited barrier to maintaining and contributing to other
libraries.

Finding 2 Maintaining their own libraries is driven by
personal drivers (38%), whereas contributions to the
ecosystem are professionally driven (48%).

V. QUALITATIVE FINDINGS

We identified the following themes with their motivations
and barriers, as shown in Table I.

A. Own-use-client - Developers who fix issues in libraries
that they have explicitly stated they depend on.

Derived from the own-use classification from Gerosa et al.
[19], the own-use-client motivation is the most frequent theme
with 21 responses. As explained by Gerosa et al. [19], this is an
internalized extrinsic motivation, where it is a self-regulating
behavior based on external incentives and interventions. In
this case, developers contribute to other libraries because they
want to fix issues in the library on which they depend. This
sentiment was also reflected in the quantitative responses, i.e.,
the second most frequent with 28% in Figure 4.

An example of this theme is when there is something that
is blocking or standing in the way of the developers’ work:

“When they’re broken and need fixing (and it’s
blocking my work), that’s usually when I jump in.”
- Participant 2

In this next example, the participant expresses the moti-
vation to fix a bug explicitly in the library (packages) that
developers depend on in their application. The example is
shown below:

“I sometimes fix a bug or do an improvement in
packages I use” - Participant 33

Other reasons are more intrinsic to the maintainer to help
with the maintenance of existing issues. An example is as
follows:

“sometimes there are problems in other packages
that i depend on, and the maintainers dont have the
bandwidth to fix it.” - Participant 31

B. Generic-fix/feature - Developers who contribute by fixing
or adding new features to libraries, but do not explicitly state
their dependencies on them.

Similarly to the first theme, the generic-fix/feature theme
is based on the own-use motivation. Here, the focus is on
explicitly fixing bugs in the other libraries where they are not
a client (11 respondents). The motivation is less extrinsic, but
to help other maintainers. As shown in Figure 4, we find
that the respondents considered finding a bug as the most
frequent motivation to contribute to other libraries (i.e., 30%),
for example:

“Because I encounter some issue with them that
needs to be fixed, and the easiest way is to fix it
myself and contribute the changes back.” - Partici-
pant 17

Another example of this theme is when the participant
expressed the need to generically fix any kind of bug that
they encounter. In this case, the participant expresses the need
to:

“I do my best to fix bugs I come across” - Participant
24

Other responses were specific to fixing parts of the library
or introducing new features to help meet their own needs:

“If they’re broken in some way or I needed to add
a feature to improve usability.” - Participant 47

C. Generic-self-interest - Developers who contribute for per-
sonal reasons, such as scratching an itch, wanting something
for themselves, or for their own benefit.

The third theme is also related to generic extrinsic mo-
tivation, which is the common stereotype of open source
developers. For example, developers contribute by acting in
their own interest. Examples include:

Own itch. Something prevents me from proceeding
and the change needs to be in their side. Even then,
I normally try to work around instead of pushing a
contribution. - Participant 5



Another example is when the developer feels the need to
suggest a change to another library in the ecosystem. This
example is shown below:

“Usually because there are changes I want them to
have” - Participant 21

In terms of barriers to contribution based on their self-
interest, we also find that developers sometimes consider that
much self-interest could be exercised by simply using forking:

“So much developer fork package and modified just
for himself. Without pr issue or give an issue to
package owner. He just did for himself, just for his
business.” - Participant 9

Another example of a barrier is when the developer suffers
from burnout due to the overwhelming duties of being a
maintainer themselves. For example:

“I’m extremely burned out due to maintaining a
project with thousands of stars by myself for several
years.” - Participant 20

D. Kinship/Altruism - Developers who contribute out of a
sense of community belonging or responsibility.

Different from the other three themes, this theme is intrinsic
and serves the nature of open source maintainers. As defined,
intrinsic motivation moves the person to act for the fun or
challenge involved, which is different from the previous three
themes. Examples include:

“Giving back to the community”. - Participant 4

“The same reason I make my own packages: to
better solve a problem for the entire ecosystem.” -
Participant 43

In terms of barriers to kinship, one participant mentioned
how the maturity of the open source project, might be a barrier
for someone trying to make a legitimate contribution:

“The questionnaire made me think about why I
contribute so little (in npm ecosystem). That’s likely
due to the perceived (maybe imagined) burocracy
of making a PR and fighting for it. Often times,
it’s just lost energy (but this is based on corporate
packages; not hobbyist). Also, if a repository doesn’t
have proper testing, it makes me want to contribute

less , since I feel I might break someone’s day...”
- Participant 5

A similar sentiment was directed towards the ecosystem as
a whole. In the following case, the participant expresses the
magnitude of the ecosystem, where some parts might contain
similar libraries.

“The node.js community is very hard to work with.
People keep reinventing the same thing over and
over and it confused on boarding new people” -
Participant 15

Finding 3: We identify four themes that moti-
vate developers when contributing to the ecosystem:
(i.e., own-use-client, generic-fix/feature, generic-self-
interest, and kinship/altruism). The most prevalent
motivation to contribute is to address issues in libraries
that developers depend on (i.e., own-use-client), while
a large ecosystem is seen as a potential barrier for
maintainers to contribute back.

VI. THREATS TO VALIDITY

The first threat is related to survey participants misun-
derstanding survey questions. To mitigate this threat, we
conducted a pilot survey to confirm the understanding of
the participants. Furthermore, we decided to use existing
work to cover all motivations (Subramanian et al. [22] and
Vadlamani and Baysal [20]). The final threat is related to
the generalizability of our results to other library ecosystems,
which we cannot claim. We plan to expand our study to other
ecosystems (PyPI for Python and Maven for Java) in the future
to mitigate this threat.

Q. Why do you contribute to other npm libraries, i.e.,
libraries which you do not own?
“A. We live in a society”

Participant 28

VII. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

As a new idea paper, we now indicate key implications and
future work.

Similar to how motivations of individuals in a society can
change based on their role, the motivations of contributors
in an ecosystem can also change depending on the role
they play. Finding 3 suggests that a client is more likely to
fix a library they depend on, but also hints at the struggles
that maintainers face when making contributions. Finding 2
also shows that different motivations arise depending on the
role that the developer plays, either as the maintainer or a
user of that library. A better understanding of this relationship
strengthens our claim that we live in a society that requires
mutual contributions between members of the ecosystem.

Using clients as potential contributors to the libraries
on which they depend. In the context of an OSS ecosystem,
Finding 1 and Finding 2 illustrate that there is a difference
in motivation from when they decide to contribute to the
ecosystem. These contributions could have the potential to
fix important bugs and implement new features that may be
needed by the library.

Future Plans. Motivated by these results, there are many
possibilities for future research. One important avenue is to
conduct more empirical research to better understand con-
tributions to a library by its clients, thereby allowing us to
differentiate these contributions from those made by others in
the ecosystem. Not all clients are the same – understanding



different client-library relationships and their implications is
another important research direction.

From a human perspective, there are also opportunities to
study the interactions and communication between different
roles in the ecosystem, such as the discussions that occur
during code review between clients and maintainers. Addi-
tionally, exploring the motivations and incentives for clients
to contribute to the libraries they depend on could provide
valuable insights for encouraging more participation from this
group.
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